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Abstract     
This article addresses critiques of Eurocentrism in tourism studies, which have called for a 
“paradigm shift” in response to the rapid rise of tourism from emerging world regions. We 
clarify the concept of a paradigm shift, and examine arguments for a shift in tourism studies 
on epistemological, theoretical and empirical levels. We argue for a shift on the theoretical 
level: the incorporation of tourism studies in the mobilities paradigm. We argue that this 
paradigm offers a fresh perspective on tourism as enmeshed with other kinds of discretionary 
mobilities, is free of Eurocentric assumptions, and destabilizes some of the leading concepts 
on which now problematic binary modernist thinking in tourism studies is based. However, 
the positivistic, ‘etic’ character of early studies of the mobilities paradigm hinders its 
culturally nuanced deployment in emerging world regions, a limitation we seek to remedy by 
adapting Tim Cresswell’s (2010) conceptualization of mobility as comprised of movement, 
representation and practice. We conclude by a summary of the principal findings of our 
application of the mobilities paradigm to the comparative study of tourism from the emerging 
regions.    
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Introduction 
In recent years critics have increasingly accused modernist approaches in tourism of 
’Eurocentrism’, namely of paradigmatic approaches or conceptual and theoretical frameworks 
based on a Western, i.e. European or Anglosphere perspective. These were alleged to 
disregard the distinctive traits of tourism from the emerging (often related to as ‘non-
Western’) regions of the world (e.g. Alneng, 2002, 2009; Hazbun, 2009; Winter, 2009a, 
2009b). The purpose of this article is to offer a conceptual framework that helps to overcome 
the Eurocentric bias in tourism studies, and thereby integrate the study of tourism from the 
“emerging regions” of the world, which have until recently been treated in modernist tourism 
studies mainly as destinations of the developed “West”, into a paradigm that is unbiased by 
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implicit Eurocentric assumptions. We propose a shift away from a prevailing modernist 
paradigm in tourism studies to the evolving mobilities paradigm (Cresswell, 2006; 2010, 
2012; Hannam, Sheller & Urry, 2006; Sheller & Urry, 2006; Urry, 2000; 2007). In this article 
we focus on the epistemological and theoretical issues involved in the shift to the proposed 
framework; its full empirical application is presented in Cohen and Cohen (2014), which 
examines domestic, regional and long-haul international tourism from Asia, the Middle East, 
Latin America, and sub-Saharan Africa.. 
The mobilities paradigm helps to merge the study of “tourism”, conventionally 
perceived as a distinct, extraordinary phenomenon, involving a round-trip in quest of novelty 
and change (Cohen, 2004, p. 21-23), with local, national and transnational corporeal 
mobilities (Hall, 2005a; Williams, 2013), such as pilgrimages, visiting friends and relatives 
(VFR), second-home commuting, and travel for education or medical treatment, into a bundle 
of “discretionary  mobilities,” namely travel undertaken voluntarily with the disposable 
income left after basic necessities of life have been covered. This merger is of particular 
importance in the study of tourism from the emerging regions, where voluminous forms of 
discretionary domestic and regional corporeal mobility have received a relative lack of 
attention in the literature in comparison to the study of long-haul international ‘Western’ 
tourism (Ghimire, 2001; Towner, 1995). 
 
Eurocentrism in tourism studies 
Eurocentrism became a major intellectual and political issue in the last decades of the 20th 
century (Wallerstein, 1997). Following the publication of Edward Said’s Orientalism (1978) 
and the rise of post-colonial theory (Childs & Williams, 1997), some basic premises of 
Western scientific paradigms came under scrutiny. One by one, diverse disciplines were 
criticized for their Eurocentrism: history (Gran, 1996), geography (McEwan, 1998), sociology 
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(McLennon, 2000), linguistics (Gil, 2001), psychology (Kwate, 2001), media studies (Shohat 
& Stam, 1994) and even mathematics (Powell & Frankenstein, 1997).  
Tourism studies have been a latecomer to the Eurocentrism debate, which started here 
only in the last decade. This was prompted by the phenomenal expansion of both domestic 
and international tourism from the emerging regions of the world, which have until recently 
been known mainly as destinations for tourists from the affluent West. Eurocentrism was also 
recognized in the power relations of the tourism academe itself, alongside other skewed 
variables such as gender, social class and race, wherein the gatekeepers are still mostly 
“grounded in the Western Anglocentric epistemic research traditions” (Ren, Pritchard & 
Morgan, 2010, p. 887). The dominance of research from the “developed world” thus tends to 
perpetuate “Eurocentric” knowledge production in tourism (Tribe, Xiao & Chambers, 2012, 
p.24). Concern over Eurocentrism in tourism studies has not only emanated from the West; 
Xiao and Smith (2006) note that academic communities in China have tended to uncritically 
accept the research knowledge generated in the West and have lobbied for China’s tourism 
research to move beyond this inclination. 
 The alleged differences between the cultural contexts, motivations, perceptions and 
practices of ‘Western’ tourists and those from the emerging world regions have provoked a 
growing critique of an allegedly dominant Eurocentric perspective in the prevailing 
paradigmatic approaches or theoretical traditions in the study of tourism. That critique has 
elicited calls for what could be seen as amounting to a “paradigm shift” in the field. But how 
far-reaching changes in the prevailing approaches these critics demand, and what kind of 
alternative paradigms they have in view, is not always clear. We shall discuss these questions 
below, but we have first to clarify our choice of the term “emerging regions.”   
We have chosen that term as a compromise between the designation of the regions as 
“non-Western” (e.g. Alneng, 2002; Hazbun, 2009; Winter, 2009a), which represents them as a 
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residual category, and older terms, such as “developing countries” or “Third World 
countries,” which seem antiquated in the contemporary globalized world. We have deployed 
the term to designate the Asian (Arlt, 2006a; Nyíri, 2006; Singh, 2009; Vaporis, 1995; 
Winter, Teo & Chang, 2009), Middle Eastern (Al-Hamarneh, 2005; Aziz, 2001; Cai, Scott & 
Jafari, 2010), Latin American (Christotffoli, 2007; dos Santos Filho, 2008; Samarchi, 2001) 
and sub-Saharan African regions (Mkono, 2011, 2013; Rogerson & Lisu, 2005) of the world. 
The term is also applicable to some other world regions, such as the Caribbean and Pacific 
islands, which are not included in our empirical study (Cohen & Cohen, 2014). However, the 
use of the term “emerging regions” should not be understood that we perceived them as 
homogeneous entities; we recognize differences between, and within, the nation-states in each 
region, as well as similarities between them and Western ones, effected by the process of 
globalization. Our use of the term “Western” has similar limitations, albeit not constituting a 
residual category, and is used here to designate the European and Anglosphere world regions. 
 
 
Paradigm Shift 
 
 “Paradigms” were first defined as “accepted examples of actual scientific practice…from 
which spring particular coherent traditions in scientific research” (Kuhn, 1970, p. 10). A more 
recent definition is offered by Griffin (2014), who defines a “paradigm” as “a basic set of 
beliefs that guide both the conduct and scope of inquiry”. Tribe (2006, p. 366) explicates that 
“[p]aradigms set the rules and define the boundaries of the acceptable in knowledge creation 
and represent an important power dimension acting on research,” owing to the entrenched 
hegemony or monopole on scientific “truth” held by leading scientists, who block new ways 
of creating radically novel knowledge in the field.  
The terms “paradigm,” and hence “paradigm shift”, have been deployed at different 
levels of methodological depth; we distinguish three levels:  
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One, a shift on the fundamental epistemological (how the world is made intelligible or 
knowledge is constructed [Goodson & Phillimore, 2004]) level.  Peter Winch’s (1990 [1958]) 
argument against Pareto is an enlightening example. Winch (ibid, p. 102) argues that Pareto 
elevated “scientific intelligibility…as the norm for intelligibility in general; he is claiming 
that science possesses the key to [all] reality”. Against this paradigm of knowledge, which in 
contemporary philosophy would be called “scientism,” Winch poses what could be seen as an 
alternative, pluralistic, Wittgensteinian, paradigm. He claims that “philosophy is concerned 
with elucidating and comparing the ways in which the world is made intelligible in different 
intellectual disciplines, and how this leads to the elucidation and comparison of different 
forms of life” (ibid, p. 102).  He concludes that “intelligibility takes many and varied forms;” 
hence “reality has no [single] key” (ibid, p. 102). It follows that “criteria of logic…rise out of, 
and are only intelligible in the context of…modes of social life” (ibid, p. 100). Implicit in 
Winch’s pluralistic position is that the internal logics of different forms of life are 
incommensurable, and hence preclude full mutual understanding.  
Two, a shift in the basic assumptions underlying the scientific activity in a given field, 
but not in its epistemological prerequisites; this involves a shift in theoretical perspective on 
the field and the substitution of one theoretical approach by another. That concept of a 
paradigm shift, close to Kuhn’s (1970) original formulation, has been quite commonly applied 
to changes in theoretical perspective in various realms of the social sciences. A purview of the 
literature rends some typical examples, such as: the shift in learning psychology from 
objectivism to constructivism (Jonassen, 1991), from goods-centered, transaction-based 
models to a relationship orientation, network approach or service dominant logic in marketing 
studies (Li and Petrick, 2008); or from automobility planning to accessibility planning in 
transportation science (i.e. from focus on travel to focus on people) (Cervero, 1996).   
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Three, the concept of paradigm shift has also been more loosely, and inaccurately, 
deployed as a metaphor for some far-reaching empirical permutations in a field, which do not 
necessarily entail a major theoretical transformation. Examples of such usage in the social 
science literature come from various fields, such as the shift from statism to federalism in 
post-WWII political science (Elazar, 1995), and a shift from professionalism to a market ethic 
noted in medical health care research (Pellegrino, 1999). Such empirical shifts, 
unaccompanied by theoretical transformations cannot, in our view, be considered “paradigm 
shifts;” but, as we shall see below, new kinds of empirical data, which do not fit accepted 
theoretical frameworks, can become a trigger of such a shift.   
 
Tourism from the Emerging Regions and Paradigm Shift 
With the remarkable rise of Asian tourism, first primarily from Japan and Korea (Prideaux, 
1997; Vaporis, 1995), and more recently from China (Arlt, 2006a; Li et al., 2010), a 
concomitant, but less spectacular growth in tourism from the Middle East (Cai et al., 2010; 
Prayag & Hosany, 2014 on United Arab Emirates) and Latin America (Christoffoli, 2007 on 
Brazil; Sammarchi, 2001 on Argentina), and an incipient tourism from Sub-Saharan Africa 
(Mkono, 2011, 2013 on Zimbabwe; Rogerson, 2004; Rogerson & Rogerson 2011 on South 
Africa), several authors argued that prevailing contemporary theories in tourism studies are 
not applicable to tourists from these emerging regions (e.g. Alneng, 2002, 2009; Hazbun, 
2009; Winter, 2009a; 2009b), and at least implicitly called for a paradigm shift in the field. 
That call, however, has been voiced at different levels of methodological depth, and hence 
there are significant differences in the radicalism of the suggested “paradigm shift”. 
One, a demand for the most radical shift, an epistemological one, is based on Syed 
Faris Alatas’ programmatic call for “alternative discourses” in the social sciences, whose task 
would be the “liberation [of non-Western social sciences] from the problem of the irrelevance 
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of the Euro-American social sciences”; Alatas stressed “the need to create the conditions 
under which alternative social sciences in non-Western societies may emerge” (2006, p. 17-
18). Mignolo (2014) has recently provided support for a radical paradigm shift in the social 
sciences. 
 Winter (2009a), discussing the need for critical tourism scholarship within the Asian 
region quotes, and apparently endorses, Alatas’ definition of “alternative discourses” as a 
basis for a radical paradigm shift in Asian tourism studies:    
“Being alternative means a turn in philosophies, epistemologies, histories, 
and the arts other than those of the Western tradition. These are all to be 
considered as potential sources of social science theories and concepts, which 
would decrease [Asian] academic dependence on the world social science 
powers” (Alatas, 2006, p. 82, quoted in Winter, 2009, p. 323) .  
 
In Winchian (1990 [1958]) terms this seems to be a call for a different, particularly Asian, 
logic or intelligibility for social science discourse, including that of tourism, which will  
liberate Asian social science of allegedly post-colonial Western paradigms, purportedly 
dominating or monopolizing what counts as knowledge in the social sciences. How such a 
liberation from Eurocentrism will work out concretely in the domain of tourism, indeed, 
whether “tourism” will figure at all in an Asian social science vocabulary, are open questions. 
Two, suggestions for a paradigm shift on the theoretical level, on which Kuhn’s 
(1970) original conception was formulated, have been offered by several scholars in tourism 
studies. A call for such a shift is implicit in a short paper by the historian of tourism John 
Towner (1995, p. 340) in which he argued that “[t]he conventional image is a colonial view of 
tourism history, whereby an activity defined by and researched in western cultures is seen to 
have been brought over time to new peoples and societies.”  Towner (ibid, p. 340) points out 
that “[s]uch a view…underplays the informal, the routine, the ‘ordinary’, more localized, 
tourism practices as they have varied between and within countries and cultures”. He 
concludes that “[s]o far, all we have studied is a western model of tourism evolution, not how 
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it has varied in different cultures and different times” (ibid, p. 340). Towner thus calls 
expressly for a shift from a paradigmatic assumption of a single Western origin of tourism, 
which in turn has been disseminated throughout the world, to an assumption of a plurality of 
independent originations in diverse localities and times. Hazbun (2009, p. 205) similarly 
argued that the view that tourism developed in England and from there diffused over the 
world “ignores other possible points of origin”. 
But a more comprehensive demand for a “paradigm shift” is implied in the criticism 
launched by representatives of post-colonial theory against a Eurocentric bias in the modernist 
approach to the study of tourism. Alneng (2002, p. 124) offered a radical criticism of the 
paradigm allegedly implicit in much tourism research, arguing that “[i]f the West is appointed 
the homeland of both modernity and tourism, this is…a view based on an autocentric 
modernity expressing self-proclaimed universal certainty.” Alneng (ibid, p. 130) points out 
that “…theories developed in the modernist enclave of Tourist-as-Westerner might not be as 
universal as they have been posed to be”. 
From the writings of post-colonial critics it can be inferred that modernist studies of 
tourism are based on a cluster of unacknowledged Eurocentric paradigmatic assumptions:  
First, tourism is a modern Western phenomenon. It has been born in the West and spread from 
there to the rest of the world (e.g. Urbain in Doquet & Evrard, 2008, quoted in Hazbun, 2009, 
p. 203).  Second, the dominant geographic pattern of international tourism is from developed 
Western or Westernized countries into the undeveloped “pleasure periphery” (Turner & Ash, 
1975); that pattern was represented either as a uni-directional “North-to-South” or “West-to-
East” flow (Winter, 2009, p. 23). Third, Westerners are the international tourists and the 
people of the destinations are the hosts or tourees (Lengkeek & Platenkamp, 2008; Mkono, 
2011; Nyíri, 2006). Fourth, tourists travel in quest of difference, authenticity and/or the 
“exotic” Other (Said, 1978; Hazbun, 2009).  
 9 
One of the consequences of these assumptions was a bias in tourism research towards 
long-haul international Western tourism, and a relative lack of attention to domestic and 
regional tourisms (Ghimire, 2001), as well as an absence of conceptual and theoretical 
readiness to deal with the rising wave of tourists from Asia and the other emerging regions in 
the last two decades. Thus Alneng, writing in the early 2000s, argued that this paradigmatic 
view of tourism led to a “relative indifference towards, and sometimes complete denial of, 
non-Western tourism” (2002, p. 137), a state of affairs which a decade later has been at least 
partly rectified. But neither Alneng, Winter nor any other critic of Eurocentrism in tourism 
studies have yet proposed an alternative paradigm on a theoretical level, which could account 
for the allegedly different dynamics of tourism from the emerging regions. 
 
Paradigm Shift in Tourism Studies 
Significant empirical differences between the aspired tourist experiences, perceptions 
and practices of Western tourists and those from the emerging regions have been increasingly 
documented by contemporary tourism research (e.g. Chang, Kivela & Mak, 2011; Chen, Bao 
& Huang, 2013; Li et al., 2011; Xu, Cui, Ballantyne & Packer, 2013). But modernist 
researchers failed to develop new theoretical frameworks which would account for these 
differences. Thus, a cornerstone assumption of MacCannell’s (1976) influential modernist 
theoretical approach was that alienated moderns are in quest of (objective) “authenticity” 
(MacCannell, 1976; Cohen, 1979, 2007; Wang, 1999). But observations that tourists from the 
emerging regions, particularly Asians and Africans, are not looking for authenticity (Mkono, 
2013; Oakes, 2006; Shepherd, 2009) as modern Westerners allegedly did, have not been 
incorporated into that – or any other modernist – theoretical approach. The negligence of this 
and other differences served critics as the basis for the claim that current theories are 
inapplicable to tourism from the emerging regions. Thus Arlt (2006b, n.p.) noted that 
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Mainland Chinese tourist behavior “is not based on western individual values like self-
actualization, recreation as non-activity, individually experienced authenticity etc.” Arlt  
argued that this “puts into question many of the - normally implicit - assumptions of 
‘classical’ tourism behaviour theories.” 
Implicit in the foregoing criticisms of modernist approaches to the study of tourism is 
a call for a paradigm shift in the field, whether on the epistemological or the theoretical level. 
We believe, however, that a contrarian epistemological strategy, positing some “Asian” 
paradigm against a “Western” one, would be counter-productive, and split the field into two 
incommensurable “forms of life” (Winch, 1990 [1958], p. 102), by in fact ironically 
reproducing the very Orientalist attitude which it seems to be contesting. We therefore favor a 
paradigm shift on the theoretical level, since most critiques of Eurocentrism in tourism studies 
were conducted on this level, their major target being the Eurocentrism of modernist theories 
of tourism. However, the argument for a paradigm shift on this level has to take account of 
the broad ongoing process of meta-theoretical re-orientation in contemporary thought, which 
is currently engendering paradigm shifts in several social sciences. As Cohen and Cohen 
(2012, p.2180) recently pointed out, that re-orientation consists of a shift: 
“from a synchronic to a diachronic perspective, involving a change of 
emphasis from permanence to flux, from being to doing, from structure to 
agency, from sedimented social patterns to the process of their emergence 
and from a focus on the more stable fixtures of social life to the mobilities 
linking them”. 
 
Among the various theoretical approaches incorporating that re-orientation, we have chosen 
to focus on the evolving mobilities paradigm, since it is not narrowly focused on “tourism” as 
conventionally defined, embraces a wide range of scales of movement, and is globally 
applicable, but without a Eurocentric bias. 
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The Mobilities Paradigm as a Non-Eurocentric Approach to the Global Study of 
Tourism 
The ongoing development of the mobilities paradigm (Adey, 2009; Cresswell, 2006, 2010, 
2012; Glick Schiller & Salazar, 2013; Hannam et al., 2006; Sheller & Urry, 2006; Urry, 2000, 
2007) straddles the boundary between modern and postmodern theorizing. While it shares 
with modernist theories basic epistemological, and even positivist, assumptions, as we discuss 
further below, it destabilizes some of the leading concepts on which modernist thinking and 
research in the study of tourism has been based, such as binary distinctions between 
home/away, work/leisure, host/guest, domestic/international and everyday life and 
extraordinary holidays (Cohen & Cohen, 2012; Franklin & Crang, 2001). 
Implicit in earlier works of anthropologists, such as Clifford (1997) on traveling 
cultures and Bruner (1995; 2005) on the global/local interface of travelers and visited 
cultures, the mobilities paradigm was developed programmatically in sociology by Urry 
(2000). It soon became viewed as a post-disciplinary approach by tourism scholars, who saw 
its potential for enhancing theorization in tourism studies by locating tourism within the wider 
spectrum of mobilities (Coles, Hall & Duval, 2006), and has also resonated in other areas of 
the social sciences, such as geography (e.g. Adey, 2009; Cresswell, 2006, 2012) and 
migration studies (e.g. Glick Schiller & Salazar, 2013). Mobilities theorists themselves are 
seemingly not yet in agreement on whether a mobilities perspective offers a full-fledged 
paradigm, and hence refer to it variously as a “paradigm,” “turn” or “approach,” often using 
these words interchangeably. We believe, however, that it constitutes a nascent paradigm, 
because it involves a major theoretical transformation in the basic assumptions underlying 
social scientific activity. Mobilities theorists claim that social science had been largely 
sedentarist, wherein boundedness was normalized and movement was trivialized or ignored 
(Sheller & Urry, 2006). In contrast, the mobilities approach introduces an alternative 
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theoretical perspective that prioritizes the fluidity of movements over the stasis of structure in 
contemporary society (Urry 2000). It thus has the qualities of Kuhn’s (1970) original 
formulation of a paradigm shift on the theoretical level.  
  The mobilities paradigm has introduced a radical shift in the sociological perception 
of “societies”. Rather than as a collection of bounded entities, as they were conceived in 
modernist “methodological nationalism” (Wimmer & Glick Schiller, 2003), societies came to 
be perceived as merged in an encompassing “boundless network of diverse flows [of people, 
goods, capital, information and knowledge], interconnected by nodes” or moorings (Hannam 
et al., 2006, p. 5). This “networked” understanding of societies has drawn criticism that the 
mobilities paradigm has done little more than “lump” together adjacent phenomena 
(Aramberri, 2010), mirroring the wider scientific debate on “lumpers” and “splitters” (Pearce, 
2011). Lumping approaches attempt to create patterns from diversity whereas splitting 
approaches put emphasis on difference, context and complexity (ibid). While it is true that the 
mobilities paradigm views forms of mobility as embroiled with one another (Coles et al., 
2006), it is precisely this interconnected perspective that allows for a deeper understanding of 
how factors, such as context and power differentials, work to co-constitute a range of mobility 
practices that bleed into each other. Its networked approach thus teases out complexities that 
are lost when looking at phenomena in isolation and should consequently not be categorized 
as lumping. 
Recent work has nonetheless also criticized the early mobilities studies of 
underemphasizing the significance of various obstacles to mobility and instead overly 
elevating the fluidity and flows of movement (Glick Schiller & Salazar, 2013). Although the 
proponents of the mobilities paradigm have now started to study such topics as how waiting 
and stillness are “incorporated into the practices of moving” (Cresswell, 2012, p. 648), 
mobilities scholars have only began to pay more systematic attention to the obstacles to and 
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governance of mobility (Baerenholdt, 2013; Coles & Hall, 2011; Cohen, 2012; see 
Richardson, 2013 for a special issue on borders and mobilities). This is illustrative of the 
growing emphasis in mobilities studies on the significance of power differentials for one’s 
ability to move (Cresswell, 2010, Glick Schiller and Salazar 2013). While the mobilities 
paradigm is at least partly “a result of a dissatisfaction with the valorization of forms of 
stillness – rooted and the sedentary” (Cresswell, 2012, p. 648) that has characterized earlier 
social science approaches, which tended to fix people and practices in bounded territories, 
mobilities theorists have yet to propose a theoretical framework accounting for the 
interconnectedness of stasis and movement in various kinds of mobilities. Glick, Schiller and 
Salazar’s (2013) recent introduction into mobilities studies of the concept of “regimes of 
mobility” which act to “normalize the movements of some travelers while criminalizing and 
entrapping the ventures of others” (ibid, p. 189) will help to develop an integrated approach to 
such issues.  
The mobilities paradigm offers a fresh perspective on tourism as enmeshed with other 
kinds of corporeal mobilities (Coles et al., 2006), rather than as a distinct extraordinary 
practice, disentangled from everyday life (Duncan, Scott & Baum, 2013; Franklin & Crang, 
2001; Hannam et al., 2006). Tourism is conceived as constituting a vaguely distinguishable 
subset in a network of diverse flows of people, goods, capital, and information (Hannam et 
al., 2006), entangled in practice with other forms of discretionary mobility, such as 
pilgrimages, VFR (Barnett et al., 2010; Uriely, 2010; Uriely & Shani, 2012), second-home 
commuting (Hall & Müller, 2004), “old home” visits (Duval, 2003; King & Christou, 2011), 
as well as with travel for education, medical treatment, business, work and transnational 
migration (Schiller, Basch & Blanc, 1995).  
Several works suggested that the mobilities paradigm offers an approach that takes 
account of the increasingly blurred boundaries between tourism and other categories of local, 
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national and global corporeal movements,  ranging from short-term to permanent, and from 
voluntary to coerced (Cohen, Duncan & Thulemark, 2014; Duncan, 2012; Glick Schiller & 
Salazar, 2013; Hall, 2005a, 2005b; Mavrič & Urry, 2009; Sheller & Urry, 2004).  Tourism is 
thus denied the status of a privileged form of movement and seen as enmeshed spatially, 
temporally and socially (Williams, 2013) with other kinds of mobilities, including everyday 
mundane ones (Edensor, 2007), virtual and imaginative ones (Urry, 2002), and with the 
movements of objects, capital and information (Hannam et al., 2006). Viewed as an everyday 
activity (Edensor, 2007; Larsen, 2008), tourism is uncoupled from the quest for the exotic 
Other, the quintessential motive of modernist Western tourists (MacCannell, 1976). A 
mobilities approach has been deployed in some empirical studies of tourism (for a review see 
Hannam, Butler & Paris, 2014), such as by Larsen (2001) on experiences of motorized 
mobility, Duval (2003) on the return mobilities of a Caribbean diaspora, Lean (2012) on a 
mobilities perspective towards “transformative travel,” Duncan et al. (2013) on the mobilities 
of tourism and hospitality workers and by Edensor (2007) on mundane tourist performances.  
Initiated by mainly Western researchers as a conceptual framework to deal with the 
unprecedented fluidity or “liquidity” (Bauman, 2000) of late modernity, the mobilities 
paradigm is marked by some implicit neoliberal, individualistic tendencies, and arguably has 
a path dependency since it evolved in reaction to Western modernist thought. It is largely free, 
however, of Eurocentric assumptions: in the context of tourism, it does not distinguish 
between a center and periphery of tourist activity; it does not assume a single point of 
dissemination of tourism; and it does not prioritize a particular kind of motivation for tourism.  
A distinguishing quality of the mobilities paradigm, which makes it particularly 
convenient for the study of tourism from the emerging regions, is that its scope extends to 
corporeal movement on all scales (Cresswell, 2006), from walking (e.g. Hall and Smith, 
2013) to space travel, and hence can take account of the kind of low-scale, localized, 
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everyday forms of tourism, which Towner (1995, p. 339) and Edensor (2007) drew attention 
to, but were generally disregarded by modernist theoreticians of tourism. Thus, the mobilities 
approach helps to foreground the voluminous domestic and regional tourism flows within the 
emerging regions for purposes such as VFR, pilgrimage and entertainment, which were often 
neglected by researchers due to their limited geographical scale (Ghimire, 2001).  
Several mobilities theorists, migration scholars and anthropologists have begun to 
analyze mobilities within the emerging regions: for instance, Kalir (2013) on the flow of 
migrant workers from China to Israel; Pelican (2013) on perspectives on international 
migration amongst youths in Cameroon; Salazar (2013) on imaginaries and the value of 
immobility in Chile; and Hannam and Butler (2012) on tourism mobilities in Africa. 
However, the potential of the mobilities approach as a general paradigm at the theoretical 
level for the study of both Western tourism and tourism from the emerging regions has not yet 
been systematically explored. Toward that goal, we have recently undertaken a comparative 
study of tourism mobilities from four emerging world regions at the domestic, regional and 
long-haul international levels (Cohen & Cohen 2014). 
However, since the mobilities paradigm, as initially conceived on the macro-scale by 
Urry (2000), had a marked positivistic or “etic” character, it avoided, rather than resolved, 
some of the dominant issues regarding the alleged differences between Western tourists and 
those from the emerging world regions, like for example in their culturally-conditioned 
motivations for travel. To enable an explicit discussion of such culturally sensitive issues, we 
take recourse to Cresswell’s (2010) classification of the basic components of the process of 
human mobility. Cresswell distinguishes and defines three major aspects of corporeal 
mobility: movement, representation and practice. Cresswell (ibid, p. 19-20) defines physical 
movement as “getting from one place to another” or the “raw material for the production of 
mobility”, representation as how movement is coded or figured to “give [it] shared meaning”, 
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and practice as “the experienced and embodied [enactment] of movement.” Cresswell (ibid, p. 
19) emphasizes that the three aspects are “bound up with one another;” hence their 
“disentanglement is entirely analytical and its purpose is to aid theory construction”, but he 
discusses each aspect separately, without engaging in the clarification of their 
interrelationships. 
Cresswell (2010) further breaks mobility down into a set of six elements, namely 
motive force, speed, rhythm, routing, experience and friction, but does not expressly specify 
how these aspects relate to the three entangled components of mobility. Finally, Cresswell 
(ibid, p. 26-27) develops the highly useful concepts of “constellations of mobility” and 
“(social) hierarchies of mobility,” and deploys these concepts to a politico-historical analysis 
of the constellations (or assemblages) of mobility in the Western world. We have attempted to 
deploy these concepts to a comparative study of constellations of mobilities in the emerging 
regions of the world. 
          For our purposes, we have slightly adapted Cresswell’s concepts: first, we conceive of 
“movement” as a purely spatial concept, positivistic (Cresswell, 2010) and “etic” (i.e. as 
defined and measured by an external scientific observer). Second, in contrast, we see 
“representation” as an “emic” (i.e. culturally grounded) perception and interpretation of 
movement (e.g. movement represented as adventure, tedium, education, freedom and so on). 
Third we conceive of “practices” as performative acts (Austin, 1978), having both an “etic” 
character as movement, and an “emic” character as representation: the meaning of a 
performance of some embodied practice can be perceived in different, and often contrasting, 
ways (e.g. as “work,” “play,” “simulation” or “acting”). Some of Cresswell’s (2010) elements 
of mobility detail primarily “etic” aspects of “movement” (e.g. speed, rhythm, routing and 
friction), while others detail primarily “emic” aspects of “representation” (e.g. motive force 
and experience). All of them are aspects of “practices”. 
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 To sum up: we propose to conceive of corporeal mobilities as a complex of 
movements (etic), performed by configurations of activating, regulating and resisting 
practices (etic/emic), endowed with (contested) meanings, which tend to coagulate into 
(conflicting) representations (emic).  
The application of the this modified mobilities paradigm to tourism from the emerging 
regions (Cohen & Cohen 2014), yielded some significant insights, such as: one, the adaptation 
of distinctive indigenous emic notions for discretionary travel to the globalized Western 
concept of tourism; two, the evolution of new ‘mobility constellations’ accompanying 
technological innovations in travel and the increasing elimination of impediments on 
movement; three, the broadening of the ‘kinetic hierarchy’ with the adoption of new means of 
movement and the emergence of middle classes in the process of modernization, which 
however, still leaves the lower classes mostly immobile; four, the absorption of pilgrimage 
into hybridized patterns of contemporary discretionary travel; five, the emergence and spread 
of discretionary travel on the domestic and regional scales in the emerging regions, which is 
increasingly overshadowing Western inbound tourism; and six, the differences between the 
regions in the extent and modes of participation in international long-haul discretionary travel. 
   
Conclusions    
This article has responded to calls for a paradigm shift in tourism studies in light of the 
criticism that modernist Eurocentric theories are not applicable to rapidly expanding tourism 
flows from the emerging regions of the world (Alneng, 2002; Hazbun, 2009; Winter, 2009a). 
We have done so by clarifying the concept of a “paradigm shift” on three levels and examined 
arguments for a paradigm shift in the study of tourism on each of these. We have prioritized 
the theoretical level, and consequently advocated a re-orientation of tourism studies to the 
evolving mobilities paradigm. We sought to demonstrate how, by adapting Cresswell’s (2010) 
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conceptualization of mobility as comprised of movement, representation, and practice, an 
unbiased, culturally nuanced deployment of the mobilities paradigm to the context of tourism 
from the emerging world regions is made feasible. 
We have demonstrated that the mobilities paradigm moves beyond Eurocentrism in 
tourism studies by not distinguishing between a center and periphery of tourist activity, not 
assuming a singular point of dissemination of tourism, and not prioritizing particular 
motivations for tourism. It thus decenters modernist tourism discourse that positioned 
“tourism” as a modern Western phenomena, whereby the emphasis was placed all too often 
on international North-to-South or West-to-East tourism. The mobilities paradigm offers a 
powerful corrective to Eurocentrism in the tourism literature, and gives due focus to the 
previously neglected voluminous domestic and regional tourism practices, and their 
association with other forms of discretionary corporeal movement, such as pilgrimages, VFR 
and entertainment in the emerging regions of the world. 
Our treatment of this issue was however limited in important ways: first, we did not 
undertake a systematic analysis of the sources of power differentials in access to discretionary 
mobilities in the emerging regions, which is an important area of concern and open to further 
research. Second, we have not accounted for the different dynamics of discretionary 
mobilities in countries at various levels of development in each of the emerging regions. Our 
work is thus an introduction for future, more nuanced comparative studies. Third, we dealt 
only with Eurocentrism in modernist tourism theories, rather than in research methods. The 
applicability of current scientific methods in tourism studies to the emerging regions has to be 
separately tested (see for instance Yang, Ryan & Zhang, 2012). 
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